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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
REVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT’S VEHICLE PURSUIT MANAGEMENT INSPECTION 


PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has completed a review of the Los Angeles Police 
Department’s Vehicle Pursuit Management Inspection (Inspection) conducted by Internal Audits and 
Inspections Division (IAID) and approved by the Board of Police Commissioners on August 2, 2011. 
The OIG’s review, its first of a Department Vehicle Pursuit Management Inspection, assessed the 
Inspection for completeness, quality, and findings. 


BACKGROUND 


The Department’s Pursuit Policy was most recently revised by Special Order No. 21, 2007, dated 
June 26, 2007. These requirements have been incorporated into Department Manual Sections 1/555, 
3/201, and 4/205. California Highway Patrol defines a vehicle pursuit as, “an event involving one or 
more law enforcement officers attempting to apprehend a suspect operating a motor vehicle while the 
suspect is attempting to avoid arrest by using high speed driving, evasive tactics, or driving in a legal 
manner but willfully failing to yield to the officer’s signal to stop.” 


The purpose of this Inspection, as reported by IAID, was “to evaluate adherence with related 
Department directives. The inspection included a review of procedures that occurred during vehicle 
pursuits, such as supervisory oversight, notification, and subsequent training.” 


The Inspection identified as its population all 85 vehicle pursuits occurring during the quarter ending 
December 31, 2010, from which it selected a random sample of 46 to test the related vehicle pursuit 
packages. The compliance rates for the ten inspection objectives were as follows: 












































Pursuit Procedures 
1 Initiation of Pursuits Justified 100% (46/46) 
2 | Supervisory Oversight of Vehicle Pursuits 100% (44/44') 
3 | Vehicle Intervention Technique (VIT) 100% (1/1) 
4 | Air Support Tracking 80% (4/5) 
5 Additional Units 83% (5/6) 
6 | Authorized Vehicles 100% (46/46) 
Administrative Process 
7 | Final Pursuit Classification 100% (46/46) 
8 | Administrative Actions Reflected in Employee’s TEAMS II Record 85% (46/54°) 
9 | Vehicle Pursuit Report Approvals 98% (45/46) 
9a | Vehicle Pursuit Reports Approved and Forwarded Timely 48% (22/46) 





' The inspection reported that, “Two pursuits did not require supervisory oversight due to the brief duration of less than 
60 seconds.” The OIG noted that Department policy (Manual § 4/205.10, Control of a Vehicle Pursuit) does not stipulate 
how many seconds or minutes must pass in a vehicle pursuit before supervisory oversight is required. 


? There were 21 vehicle pursuits involving 54 sworn officers that required administrative action. 
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OIG REVIEW OBJECTIVES 


The OIG reviewed the Inspection for completeness, quality, and findings as follows: 


Completeness 
e Determine if the Inspection tested and reported a compliance rate for each objective. 


e Determine if the Inspection identified a complete population from which to select the sample. 


Quality 

e Determine if there was evidence of supervisory review for each objective. 

e Determine if the Inspection completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, 
objectives, results, and detailed findings. 

e Determine if the Inspection used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing 
questions to address all the high-risk Department vehicle pursuit policies and procedures.’ 


Findings 
e Determine if the Inspection reported all significant findings, and if all reported findings were 
valid. 


OIG REVIEW METHODOLOGY 


The OIG reviewed the Inspection for completeness, quality, and findings by reviewing the 
Inspection’s work plan, testing questions, work papers, and final report. The OIG selected and 
reviewed a sub-sample of 19 of the 46 vehicle pursuit packages in the Inspection’s sample. This sub- 
sample size of 19 was calculated based on a 95% confidence level, an expected error rate of 6%, and 
a plus-precision of 7%.* The OIG performed the same tests that were conducted in the Inspection for 
all 19 vehicle pursuit packages. 


The OIG conducted this review in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. These standards require that the review is adequately planned, performed, and supervised, 
and that sufficient, appropriate evidence is examined to provide a reasonable basis for the results and 
conclusion. 


RESULTS 


Completeness 


The OIG determined that the Inspection tested and reported a compliance rate for each objective. 
The OIG also determined that the Inspection identified a complete population from which to select 
the sample. 


> “High risk” is defined as the possibility that uncertain events will occur and will adversely affect the Department in its 
role to fulfill its mission and achieve its objectives. 


4 This sample size calculation formula represents a generally accepted auditing practice. A detailed explanation of each 
parameter is available from the OIG Audit Section. 
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Quality 


The OIG determined that there was evidence of supervisory review for each objective. The OIG also 
determined that the Inspection completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, 
objectives, results, and detailed findings. However, the OIG concluded that for Objective Nos. 3 and 
4, it would have been desirable to use additional applicable pursuits in its sample. A larger sample 
size for these objectives would have led to more reliable results. Furthermore, the OIG would have 
preferred that the Inspection addressed additional high-risk vehicle pursuit policy requirements for 
Objective Nos. 3, 9 and 9a to supplement the testing of these objectives. 


Sampling Methodology 





As previously stated, the Inspection identified as its population 85 vehicle pursuits occurring during 
the quarter ending December 31, 2010, from which it selected a random sample of 46 to test. The 
OIG believes that the sample size of 46 vehicle pursuits gave ample coverage for Objective Nos. 1, 2, 
5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 9a, as all 46 pursuits were applicable for testing.” However, the OIG does not 
believe that this sample gave ample coverage for Objective Nos. 3 and 4 as only a few of the 46 
pursuits were relevant to the objective (see table below). The OIG believes that for these two 
objectives, the Inspection would have provided more statistically reliable information had it used a 
different sampling methodology resulting in a higher number of applicable pursuits tested, perhaps 
drawing from all applicable pursuits occurring in 2010, as depicted below. 














Obj. es ae No. of Pursuits Total No. of No. of Additional 
No. Objective Description Actually Applicable Pursuits Which Could 
Tested Pursuits in 2010 Have Been Tested 
3 | Vehicle Intervention Technique 1 11 10 
4 | Air Support Tracking 5 34 29 




















Testing Questions 


Concerning Objective No. 3, the Inspection used test questions to address whether each Vehicle 
Intervention Technique (VIT) received authorization from the Incident Commander/Watch Commander 
prior to its deployment. Although proper authorization is required and thus valuable information to 
assess, the Inspection did not inquire into procedural requirements of a VIT which have inherent risk. 
According to the Inspection, a VIT is comprised of two techniques; the utilization of Tire Deflation 
Devices (TDD) and Pursuit Intervention Techniques (PIT). 


The Department manual outlines specific requirements for utilization of both techniques. Concerning 
the TDD, proper use dictates that the pursued vehicle is not traveling in excessive of 65 miles per 
hour, in adverse terrain which might increase the risk of injury to the suspect, or in a location where 
the safety of proceeding or opposing traffic cannot be assured. In relation to the utilization of the PIT 
maneuver, it should not be attempted when the pursued vehicle is traveling in excess of 35 miles per 
hour, transporting hazardous material, a motorcycle, or when the suspect is known to be armed. 





` Objective No. 5 had six applicable pursuits. Based on the total applicable pursuits for 2010 (ten), the sample size was 
sufficient. 
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The OIG recognizes that an inspection, as opposed to an audit, is generally limited in scope, selects a 
testing sample from a shorter time period, uses fewer resources and is completed in less time. Given 
those limitations, the OIG acknowledges the limited test questions used in the Inspection to address 
Objective No. 3. However, the OIG believes that the Inspection would have provided a more 
complete analysis of VITs had it included test questions pertaining to the operational requirements of 
TDDs and PIT maneuvers. 


Objective Nos. 9 and 9(a), relating to the administrative processes, addressed whether each Vehicle 
Pursuit Report was properly approved at the division level and forwarded to the bureau commanding 
officer within 20 days of the pursuit. The Inspection, however, did not report whether the body of the 
Vehicle Pursuit Report was complete and contained the required relevant information. The report is 
required to contain such information as an incident overview, a reason to initiate the pursuit, the 
circumstances at the termination, its route, injuries and medical treatment as well as arrest 
information. The Vehicle Pursuit Report is the document that becomes the basis of the investigation 
and subsequent adjudication of the pursuit. 


The OIG believes that the Inspection would have provided additional relevant information had it 
utilized testing questions to address the completeness of the Vehicle Pursuit Report. In turn, this 
additional inquiry would have provided a more complete overview of the administrative procedures. 
Again, the OIG acknowledges that [AID’s report was an inspection and concedes that assessing the 
completeness of the Vehicle Pursuit Report may be more appropriately addressed in an audit. 


Findings 


The OIG determined that the Inspection reported all significant findings, and that all reported 
findings were valid. 


MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 


The Commanding Officer of Internal Audits and Inspections Division is in general agreement with 
the OIGs review of the Vehicle Pursuit Inspection, FY 2010/2011, wherein such general agreement is 
limited to the OIGs "desirable" changes being more appropriate to be included in an audit. Internal 
Audits and Inspections Division remains confident that the scope and methodology utilized during 
this inspection was sufficient given the nature of it being an "inspection". Notwithstanding, a full 
vehicle pursuit audit may be considered in the future for inclusion within the Department's Annual 
Audit and Inspection Plan. 


CONCLUSION 


The Inspection was conducted to evaluate adherence with the related Department directives. To 
accomplish this purpose, the Inspection reviewed vehicle pursuits occurring within a three-month 
timeframe. Of the 85 pursuits that took place within the 3 months, 46 were selected for review. In 
most cases, all 46 pursuits were applicable for testing and thus yielded statistically reliable results. 
Alternatively, most pursuits do not involve the use of air support tracking or implementation of a 
VIT. As such, the number of pursuits applicable for testing was lower than desirable and may have 
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yielded results not reflective of a larger sample. The OIG concluded that the Inspection would have 
provided more statistically reliable information regarding these two procedures had it expanded the 
time parameters to include a higher number of pursuits containing these attributes. 


The OIG was supportive of the objective topics chosen for the Inspection’s review. However, the 
OIG noted that the Inspection’s test questions heavily favored administrative attributes, such as 
authorizations and notifications, over operational procedure requirements, even though the 
application of operational procedures result in a higher risk of personal injury and property damage. 
The OIG concluded that certain key operational procedures were not addressed in the Inspection that 
would have provided additional information regarding compliance with the relevant pursuit policy. 


